Morphology: the clause contains two copies of the verb. The verb in initial position carries special morphology associated with the construction (realized in Vata as a 'construction' tone). The verb in the clause looks and acts like any regular V.
Order: The contrastively focused verb occurs in clause initial position. Omission of the focused verb yields a regular sentence without focus.
Dependency: The dependency between the focused verb and the copy obeys the same locality as manner and reason adjuncts (Koopman 1984, Koopman and Sportiche 1986) .
A very similar construction involving contrastive focus on V, is found in Nweh, a Grassfield Bantu language spoken in Cameroon (Nkemnji 1995 As in Vata, the clause contains two copies of the same V. The leftmost verb in Nweh has the form and distribution characteristic of Vs in clauses without verbal focusing. The rightmost verb carries particular verbal morphology (a tonal prefix and suffix and a segmental suffix). 3 Apart from linear order, there is a further difference between Vata and Nweh which concerns cooccurrence restrictions of wh-phrases and focused verbs. In Vata, a focused V cannot cooccur with any wh-phrase, regardless of whether the wh-phrase is a subject, an object, or an adjunct (Koopman 1984) : The data above raise the questions that I will try to answer in this paper:
(8) How should one account for the difference in linear order?
(9) How should one account for the different cooccurrence restrictions of focused verb and wh-phrases.
I will present an analysis of the predicate cleft construction, and argue for an optimally simple analysis of the crosslinguistic variation which derives both the differences in word order and the differences in cooccurrence restrictions from a common underlying structure.
2. Theoretical assumptions. The theoretical assumptions below are 'minimalist' in spirit, but differ in the general shape of the theory. The overall picture is closest to the work of Sportiche 1993 , Kayne 1994 , Rizzi 1995 , Cinque 1996 .
• Syntactic structures are Binary Branching structures, obeying X-bar theory.
Whether the properties of X-bar theory can be derived (Kayne, 1994 , Chomsky, 1995 is of no concern to the present paper.
• Each feature projects. This is what Sportiche (1996) calls the 'atomization' of syntactic structures. The one-projection-per-feature theory is a logical continuation of work in the eighties on the architecture of clauses, DPs, APs and PPs.
• All languages are underlyingly identical (Universal Base Hypothesis).
• There is no head initial head final parameter: all languages are Spec head complement underlyingly (Kayne, 1994) . For the purposes of this paper it is sufficient that there are no underlyingly mixed languages.
• There is no crosslinguistic difference in hierarchical structure (Sportiche 1993 , Cinque 1996 , Koopman, 1996 . Language variation cannot be attributed to different hierarchical locations of projections associated with the same semantic interpretation. This rules out analyzing the difference between Vata and Nweh in terms of a different location of Focus (say high focus versus low focus).
• There is no Procrastination: everything must move overtly. Crosslinguistic differences do not derive by overt or covert movement, but by movement of different sized constituants (see Koopman, 1996 , for more diccussion as well as the present paper). Movement (copy and deletion) is of usual kind:
• head movement (left adjunction only, no base generated morphology)
• XP movement (leftward only to designated Spec positions, no adjunctions).
It is important to keep in mind that there is much more XP movement (pied-piping) than we are used to in standard analyses of say English, with big parts of sentences, and sentences themselves moving around (Sportiche 1993 , Koopman 1995 , 1996 , Kayne 1994 , Nkemnji 1995 A Projection is interpretable iff it is associated with lexical material at some stage in the derivation.
The PPA prevents representations with truly empty projections (where neither Spec, nor head contains a lexical item or a trace) and forces movement. A translation of the PPA into the standard Minimalist terminology comes close to (11):
(11) functional heads are strong.
• Overt material must be linearized. I assume that the distribution of overt lexical items over these huge universal structures is determined by some version of the LCA (Linear Correspondence Axiom (Kayne 1994)). In Koopman, 1996 , I modify the LCA and show that this modification yields the doubly filled C filter 4 .
(12) Modified LCA has as consequence that no Spec and head position can simultaneously contain overt lexical material.
The analysis of predicate cleft. The verbal focus construction in Vata and
Nweh receives the same contrastive focus interpretation (which Larson and Lefebvre (1991) analyze as quantification of the event). This construction never yields an emphatic reading, (he DID want to.. as opposed to he did NOT want to...), and cannot be used with individual level predicates. Since the focused verb occurs in a particular position in the clause, I will assume that it is 'associated'(in a sense to be made precise below) with the Focus Projection (FocP). Since the same semantic interpretation arises, I will assume that it is associated with the same FocP in both Vata and Nweh.
Predicate cleft in Vata.
In Vata, the focused V appears at the left edge of the sentence, pointing to a head initial FocP (FocP>IP). The focused verb is 'associated' with the FocP, which implies that the focused verb is either in the Spec position of the FocP, or in the head position. In Koopman 1984 In the one projection per feature theory, these cooccurrence restrictions must be derived in a different way. For a similar problem arising in Italian, Rizzi 1995 proposes that the incompatibility of focus and wh-phrases follows from the fact that wh-phrases are inherently focused. This type of explanation predicts that wh-phrases and focus can never cooccur, and runs into trouble because Nweh subject wh-phrases and focused verbs can cooccur. It is unlikely that subject wh-phrases, and object whphrases receive a different focus interpretation, and we are dealing with contrastive focusing on V throughout. The Nweh data suggest a structural explanation which should have the effect that subject wh-phrases are able to reach the wh-position, but object wh-phrases not. I will now argue that the structures in (19) exactly yield this effect.
What must be explained is the following: The structures in (21) The cooccurrence restrictions fall out from these structures, as I will show in more detail below. In a nutshell:
• Wh-phrases in Vata can never cooccur with predicate cleft, because the wh-phrase will be unable to reach Spec, WhP. (section 4.1.)
• Subject wh phrases in Nweh can cooccur with FocP, because the movement of IP around FocP brings the wh-phrase in the local realm of the Spec, wh. (section 4.2.)
• Non subject wh-phrases in Nweh are also moved around focus, yet cannot coocur with focused Vs. The question why they cannot cooccur with predicate cleft cannot be answered in the same way as in Vata, since the wh-phrase in Nweh is no longer trapped under focus (section 4.3.)
The non-occurrence of predicate cleft and wh-phrases in Vata.
As shown in (22) the wh-phrase in the predicate cleft constructions in Vata will always be trapped under focus. In order for a licit wh-interpretation to arise, the wh-phrase must move to Spec, WhP. But in order to do so, the wh-phrase must cross an intervening A'position, yielding a locality violation. The wh-phrase cannot trigger pied-piping of the entire FocP complement, because it is not in the right structural configuration to trigger pied-piping. It follows that predicate cleft and wh-phrases are incompatible in Vata: the wh-phrase always remains trapped under the FocP and can never reach the WhP in this configuration.
The cooccurrence of subject wh-phrases and predicate cleft in
Nweh. Let us look at the next stage in the derivation in (22), when the complement of Q has raised to Spec, QP. The wh-phrase in the IP occurs in the Spec of the Spec position. This is a well-known pied-piping configuration (cf. whose brother's picture did you take), allowing it to pied-pipe the YP to Spec, whP. (For arguments that English subject extraction involves pied-piping of the entire clause, see Koopman 1996) . This structure can be linearized without any problems, because no projection contains lexical material in both Spec and head position simultaneously. Note that the option of subextracting the wh-phrase is blocked by the modified LCA (which derives the doubly filled C filter, see section 2). If the subject were to extract, there would not be enough space for linearization: the QP projection would contain lexical material in both the head and the Spec position. what Foc Rel Atem P1 n-buy buy Q What is it that Atem BOUGHT
The structure in (25) is blocked as well if further inversion takes place, showing that such inversion (IP movement) must be impossible as well in this structure (presumable because of the intervening wh-phrase). (the analysis shows that it is not necessary to assume a different hierarchical struture, it does not show that a different hierarchical structure cannot be assumed). All movements are overt and no appeal is therefore necessary to covert movement, nor to the strong weak distinction of functional categories.
